I
f urban sprawl is the problem, is growth management the solution? The issue of growth management has captured the attention of concerned groups for the past several decades. Policy makers, researchers, the media, think tanks, philanthropic foundations, and government at all levels have studied the topic and made their recommendations (Staley, 1999) . The voice that is sometimes lacking is that of the residents of the neighborhoods who are inevitably affected by the economic and political decisions made by others on where and how growth should occur, but whose recommendations are often ignored or overturned (Danziger, 1983; King & Stivers, 1998) . What is at stake is the quality of life of these individuals and their families over the long term. In an attempt to determine resident satisfaction with the growth management strategies promulgated by urban decision makers, the researcher examined association newsletters from 44 neighborhoods in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Employing a semantic form of content analysis, the researcher compared newsletter articles with seven 5-year goals that were identified for Albuquerque by participants in a 1998 town forum.
There is little empirical evidence regarding the social context in which municipalities adopt and implement growth management strategies, particularly with regard to resident satisfaction. A nationwide study conducted by Mark Baldassare (1981) in the early 1980s, however, addressed this question as part of a larger investigation of the impacts of local population change in the United States. Baldassare discovered that there was widespread disagreement among the 886 respondents concerning growth management interventions. This investigation was conducted under the assumption that neighborhoods in Albuquerque will similarly indicate, through their association newsletters, considerable disagreement about the general effects of growth management on urban sprawl and associated planning interventions. If this turns out to be the case, those in charge of municipal planning need to plan carefully how they solicit input from city residents because broad-based support for growth management strategies is essential for them to be successful over the long run. 
Urban Sprawl
Although suburbanization of the United States began 100 years ago, it has been only since the end of World War II that the term urban sprawl has been used to describe what has happened as more and more families and businesses have chosen to settle on the edges of cities rather than in them. Usually a pejorative term, urban sprawl is used to describe areas characterized by traffic congestion, strip shopping centers, characterless residential subdivisions, and fast food franchises. People are required to use their cars to go everywhere because of the rigid separation of houses, commercial development, and public buildings. To Richard Moe (1996) , president of the National Trust for Historic Preservation, urban sprawl is "a destructive, soulless, ugly mess" (p. 1). What began for the early exurbanites as a quest for a home far away from the crime, pollution, poor schools, and high population density of inner cities may have become an equally undesirable environment in which to raise a family or conduct business (Katz, 1994; Lacayo, 1999) .
Economically, socially, and environmentally, urban sprawl is spawning some of the costliest problems America faces: loss of green space, core community disinvestment, and fiscal irresponsibility on the part of local governments. Although there are alternatives to sprawl that are less costly, more efficient, and less environmentally destructive, decades of national, state, and local policies have encouraged, subsidized, or even mandated commercial and residential development to become increasingly distant from urban centers.
Although disdained by city planners, scholars, and environmental activists, there are groups that find urban sprawl a desirable or at least tolerable situation. Developers particularly appreciate the low cost of land and minimal regulation that typically accompany outward sprawl, often "leapfrogging" from the urban fringe to the countryside to maximize their investments. Furthermore, some developers have been quite successful in getting local governments to pay for their projects by promoting them as economic development strategies.
But there are other defenders of sprawl. In a recent issue of The New Republic, Gregg Easterbrook (1999) made "the case for sprawl." He observed that although sprawl is infuriating, it is not a significant problem given the size of the United States. By his calculations, 50 years of sprawl at the current rate would be required to consume just 1% of America's expanse (p. 19). Easterbrook went on to write that sprawl has economic utility because such fixtures of suburbia as tract housing, overpasses, malls, and multilane roads, although not everyone's vision of how they want to live, may be cost efficient. His final argument for supporting sprawl was that people fled cities because they wanted to. Reasons for this include better schools in the suburbs, cleaner politics, safer streets, and larger homes than in cities. Easterbrook concluded by stating that everyone wants symbolic action against sprawl, but real action, such as eliminating the mortgage tax deduction or raising the cost of a gallon of gas, is politically undoable regardless.
Wendell Cox (1999) , writing for the Heritage Foundation, contended that increasing density and restricting growth are likely to have negative effects on economic growth in the metropolitan areas that adopt these strategies to control urban sprawl. Cox cited the case of Portland, Oregon, where aggressive growth management policies are associated with higher housing prices and reduced housing output. Furthermore, he argued that Portland's land use policies are resulting in more traffic congestion and air pollution, approaching that of New York City. To Cox, growth management policies have the potential to produce the same kind of economic stagnation in the United States that now afflicts Europe, where "minimal job creation and high unemployment are associated with a high-cost and less competitive economy" (p. 2).
Another perspective on urban sprawl was posed by Samuel Staley (1999) , director of the Urban Futures Program for the Reason Public Policy Institute. Like the previous writers, Staley refuted the traditional explanations for why suburbanization is a problem that must be managed by states, cities, and counties. Using longitudinal data on various indices of sprawl from all 50 states, he concluded that "suburbanization does not significantly threaten the quality of life for most people, and land development can be managed more effectively through real-estate markets than comprehensive land-use planning" (p. 1). This market-centered approach involves the incorporation of seven principles:
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• pursue economic policy neutrality;
• price on-site public services at their full cost;
• reform zoning to accommodate market trends;
• use flexible, voluntary programs to protect open space;
• strengthen private property rights;
• adopt nuisance-based standards for land-use regulation; and • facilitate change and community evolution.
In Staley's opinion, implementing these principles on a local level would result in accommodating rather than restricting the inevitable growth of suburbs in America. Addressing the negative externalities of this expansion is better handled by policies directed at specific problems, such as transportation and air quality, rather than through comprehensive land use planning legislation.
Growth Management
Across the United States, there is growing concern that outward sprawl is no longer in the best interests of cities, suburbs, small towns, or rural communities (Lacayo, 1999; Rusk, 2000; Smart Growth Network, 2000) . Demographic shifts, a strong environmental ethic, and increased fiscal concerns have all focused on the undesirable consequences of businesses and families moving farther and farther from the urban core. The economic costs of abandoning infrastructure in the city only to rebuild it in the suburbs are being scrutinized, as are the social costs of the mismatch between employment opportunities on the edges of the city and an available workforce within city boundaries. The costs of providing public facilities such as schools, roads, sewers, and water lines over large geographic areas are a concern of municipal leaders as well as city residents.
A number of terms have been generated to describe organized resistance to unregulated urban sprawl. Growth management, planned growth, smart growth, and metropolitanism, although not synonymous, generally refer to efforts to forge connections between development and quality of life, to restore vitality to city centers and older suburbs, and to preserve open space and other environmental amenities (Smart Growth Network, 2000) . These models all advocate mixing land uses, integrating housing types, and creating transportation options.
The New Urbanism, a term favored by architects and urban planners, addresses many of the ills of the current sprawl development pattern by advocating a return to close-knit, compact communities (Katz, 1994) . Its advocates are committed to strong citizen participation, affordable housing, and social and economic diversity (Fulton, 1996) . Another distinct feature of this movement is the emphasis on viewing the city, its suburbs, and their natural environment as a whole, socially, economically, and ecologically, because many of the problems now being faced by urban areas are a result of fragmentation and a lack of coordination among concerned entities and jurisdictions over many years.
The New Urbanism has its critics, though. To some, the advocates of this approach want to imitate European policies and practices, especially in the realm of public transportation (Cox, 1999) . They point out that European automobile sales have skyrocketed over the past 20 years despite the availability of dependable and readily accessible public transportation. These critics also use empirical data to suggest that commuting time is faster when people are in their cars than when they take trains, subways, or buses. The less time people spend commuting, the more time they have to become productive workers, involved family members, and community leaders.
Significant barriers make the adoption and implementation of growth management strategies difficult. Decades of national, state, and local policies have put in place powerful incentives for sprawl, including dependence on automobile transportation, low-down payment mortgages, and more favorable tax rates outside the city boundaries than within (Katz & Bradley, 1999) . In fact, "it is hard to think of another sector of our economy more shaped by public policy Significant barriers make the adoption and implementation of growth management strategies difficult. and more dependent on public investment than land development" (Rusk, 2000, p. 3). City leaders are accused of selling out to developer interests, and residents themselves hamper managed growth management initiatives by opposing certain kinds of development in their neighborhoods.
The Case: Albuquerque, New Mexico
Albuquerque, although not the state capital, is the largest city in New Mexico. The issues it faces are common to other southwestern cities: urban sprawl, environmental pollution, inadequate public transportation, crime, and a stressed public school system. Water usage problems are also common in this high desert metropolis. In former mayor (1977 to 1981) David Rusk's (2000) language, Albuquerque is a "large box" city because it has a central city capable of additional growth, competes with few incorporated suburbs, and has a large unified school district (p. 3). Although suburbanization is now accelerating beyond their jurisdictional boundaries, Albuquerque and other large box cities can still substantially call the development tune in their regions. In contrast, "little box" cities (e.g., Louisville, Kentucky, and Cleveland, Ohio) find it virtually impossible to control sprawl because of so many independent local governments.
Like many cities in the southwestern part of the United States, Albuquerque experienced rapid growth during the 1940s as a result of the economic activities generated by World War II. Directly or indirectly, federal expenditures for military installations, aircraft production, and test sites made these cities "spearheads of economic change" in the American West (Nash, 1999, p. 52) . This trend continued after the war, when federally sponsored research centers for the development of technology for military purposes provided Albuquerque with employment opportunities and thus continued economic expansion. Although population growth has slowed considerably since that time, Albuquerque is still characterized by a federal presence that exceeds most other cities of its size, and it is dependent on high-tech industries to fuel economic expansion.
Since the 1980s, local Albuquerque leaders have engaged in planning activities that addressed the growing problem of urban sprawl, with its associated ills of traffic congestion, air pollution, and the high cost of infrastructure construction and maintenance. A 1998 citizen satisfaction survey found that 60% of respondents would like the city to manage growth by developing vacant lots and older areas within the existing city limits (City of Albuquerque, 1999) . The outcome of these concerns was a blueprint for managing the city's growth titled R-70, unanimously passed by the city council in late 1998. The framers of R-70 described it as an "approach for providing infrastructure and services in a comprehensive, efficient manner by encouraging more compact, mixed-use development along transportation corridors and in activity centers, while stressing the need to preserve and enhance community character and the area's natural environment" (City of Albuquerque, Thirteenth Council, 1998, lines 13-17) .
R-70's growth framework covered everything from the creation of impact fees for developers to the possibility of a development boundary around the city like the one employed by Portland, Oregon. On the question of where growth should occur, R-70 called for studying the idea of urban service areas at the fringes of the city, which would designate which parcels of land could be served by new roads, water pipes, and sewer lines and which could not. It also encouraged infill and land use patterns that would foster public transit and walking. More public discussion on how to define and implement this vision was also recommended. These growth management recommendations would be considered second-generation strategies because they propose more sophisticated and integrated practices than first-generation strategies, which focused more narrowly on zoning and land purchase by local governments (Baldassare, 1981) .
During the same period of time, the City of Albuquerque developed a formal relationship with neighborhood associations, creating a mechanism for them to give input on issues of concern to them, especially land use decisions. The Office of Neighborhood Coordination (ONC) was established in 1981, and the ordinance outlining its role in the support of neighborhood associations was passed in 1987. As defined by this ordinance, a neighborhood association is "an organized group of people or other legal entities that own or occupy real property within a specified subarea of the city" (City of Albuquerque Ordinance 14-1987, Article B). To be recognized by the ONC, a neighborhood association must have a current copy of its bylaws on file in the city, hold at least one meeting per year, submit an annual report on the size of the active membership, and provide the ONC with a list of current officers and/or board members. Neighborhood associations unwilling or unable to meet these requirements are counted but not recognized by the ONC.
As of July 2000, there were 319 neighborhood associations in Albuquerque, of which 182 were officially recognized by the ONC. There were also 17 recognized coalitions of neighborhood associations (Office of Neighborhood Coordination). An additional 60 neighborhood associations in the unincorporated areas of Bernalillo County were registered with the ONC. These associations, however, are not eligible for recognition status because they exist outside the boundaries of the city of Albuquerque. Homeowners associations, although encouraged to register with the ONC, are also ineligible for recognition status because of their exclusivity in regard to their entrance requirements.
For legal and financial reasons, recognized neighborhood associations are encouraged, but not required, to incorporate as nonprofit organizations in the state of New Mexico. One advantage of incorporation for neighborhood associations is that they may be eligible for grant funding not available to unincorporated associations. Another benefit is that an association's incorporated status may protect its leaders from liability in the case of litigation. Herb Howell (personal communication, November 21, 2000) , division manager of the ONC, estimated that only about 5% of registered neighborhood associations are incorporated as nonprofits. Reasons he gave for this low percentage include the time and effort involved on the part of association leaders in obtaining and maintaining the nonprofit status and the lack of any compelling reason to seek it.
Although there is no such thing as a typical neighborhood association, most exist to maintain and improve the quality of neighborhood life and to protect common economic and social interests (Mesch & Schwirian, 1996; Oropesa, 1995; Rich, 1980) . Community residents, both homeowners and commercial concerns, join for a variety of reasons. For some, the motive is primarily social, but for the majority, the goal is more instrumental: They want to improve the quality of life in their neighborhoods through collective action (Jeffres & Dobos, 1984) . Their main concerns revolve around land use and zoning questions, but they also address such community concerns as housing code enforcement, street maintenance, and neighborhood safety.
David Horton Smith (1997) would classify neighborhood associations as grassroots associations (GAs) because they are "locally based and basically autonomous, volunteer-run, nonprofit groups that have an official membership of volunteers" (p. 269). They typically have no paid staff employees and are usually nonhierarchical in organizational structure (Oropesa, 1995) . In terms of focus, they are member serving rather than public serving. As in most grassroots organizations, leadership is the key to the success of neighborhood associations (Smith, 2000) . The activities of GAs tend to support participatory democracy, and "nearly every GA sometimes gets involved in public affairs/issues when they are relevant to continued GA existence and/or to specific GA goals" (Smith, 1997, p. 278) .
In many cities, neighborhood associations have partnered with local government to systematize and institutionalize citizen input on a variety of urban issues. To municipalities, they can be "channels of communication, sources of legitimacy, vehicles of social control, and a means to organize and direct service" (Taub, Surgeon, Lindholm, Otti, & Bridges, 1977, p. 426) . Guest and Oropesa (1986) went so far as to identify these city-sponsored associations as members of a local "parapolitical structure" (p. 568), as did Greer and Orleans (Sharp, 1981) . As such, they are regarded by their members as representing them effectively when major problems affect their neighborhoods.
Neighborhood associations vary considerably in their levels of activity, but one project that is common to many of them is the publication of a regular newsletter. In these documents, residents can learn about city services and upcoming events, emerging problems and possible solutions to them, and community improvement activities in which they can participate. Produced by volunteers and not subject to censorship by outside agencies, neighborhood association Although there is no such thing as a typical neighborhood association, most exist to maintain and improve the quality of neighborhood life and to protect common economic and social interests.
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newsletters reveal which issues are important to their residents and how they feel about them. Neighborhood associations in Albuquerque, however, are not required to publish newsletters or send copies to the ONC if they do. Therefore, it is almost impossible to determine what percentage of neighborhood associations in Albuquerque actually put out regular newsletters. The current director of the ONC estimated that his office receives only about 10% of the newsletters actually distributed in the city (personal communication, November 13, 2000).
The Study
In 1999, the researcher collected 188 newsletters from 44 neighborhood and homeowners associations in Albuquerque via telephone request. The purpose of this study of neighborhood association newsletters was to determine the extent to which neighborhoods supported the city's 5-year goals, which had been identified by participants in a citywide town forum held in 1998. The plan for implementing this vision incorporated the following seven goals: sustainable community development, public systems, community building, economic vitality, human and family development, environmental protection and enhancement, and public safety. See the Appendix for comprehensive descriptions of these goals. The two goals in the 5-year plan that were most closely associated with growth management were sustainable community development and public systems.
Using a content analysis methodology, the researcher examined each newsletter for words and phrases that referred to growth management policies. Content analysis is a technique for making references by objectively and systematically identifying specified characteristics of messages (Hosti, 1969) . It can be applied to virtually any form of communication but is always performed on the message, not on the sender or receiver. As a form of unobtrusive research, content analysis is valuable because the producers of the data are not aware that their products are being scrutinized by social scientists and thus are not tempted to "spin" their responses to gain social approval, as can happen with surveys and interviews (Webb, Campbell, Schwartz, & Sechrest, 1970) . In this study, content analysis was a form of social impact analysis because it was used to examine the relationship between the actual community circumstances and the perceptions of residents within that setting. Because of the brevity and informality of the exhibits in this sample, the researcher chose to use a semantic form of content analysis, which involves examining key words and phrases, as opposed to a syntactic form, which focuses on the relationship among the components of the message.
Thirty-eight percent (n = 54) of the total number of newsletters examined contained references to the issue of growth management (see Table 1 ). One fifth (n = 11) of these contained multiple references to growth management issues. Some neighborhoods were clearly more concerned with growth management issues than others. For example, in the six newsletters put out by the North Albuquerque Acres Citizens Association, there were 12 references to concerns about managing growth; by contrast, there were only 6 references to growth management in the eight newsletters examined from the San Jose Community Neighborhood Association.
The first goal, sustainable community development, advocates balanced growth because it offers positive opportunities to enhance the quality of life of all residents and because it has the potential to improve how the communities themselves function. The goal incorporates such specific land use recommendations as mixed housing, well-planned mixtures of land uses, a pedestrian orientation, gathering places, and affordable housing located near jobs. In the 54 newsletters examined, there were 20 references to growth management through balanced growth and infill of already-developed property as opposed to more outward sprawl.
The second goal, public systems, advocates transportation options for residents that would reduce their dependence on their cars and thus expansion into undeveloped lands outside the city environs. These recommendations include a regional transit system, bikeways, and pedestrian lanes. Also noted was the fact that infrastructure development and maintenance are ways to manage growth by encouraging infill before extending services to currently underdeveloped areas. In the 54 newsletters examined, there were 37 references to growth management through the development and regulation of sewer, storm, water, and road systems.
Findings
Although most of the issues identified in the newsletters addressed specific neighborhood needs, a concern for how controlled growth might affect the quality of life in their neighborhoods was cited. Some articles voiced opposition to growth management strategies. Of particular concern were land use proposals. The Vineyard Estates (located on the eastern slope of the Sandia Mountains) November 1999 newsletter made a plea for "lower density, not higher density." On the other side of the Rio Grande, in February 1998, the La Luz Landowners Association newsletter, The VOICE, warned readers that "the City of Albuquerque and various developers have their eyes on the open spaces to the North of us."
Another concern focused on proposals that would put residential and commercial land uses in close proximity to each other. The Hodgin neighborhood was successful in blocking the construction of a nursing home and pharmacy within its residential boundaries by opposing a zoning ordinance change. Despite this success, its 1998 newsletter cautioned the residents that there was the possibility of apartments being requested for this site so "the battle is not yet over." The editor of the Heritage Hills newsletter took the City of Albuquerque to task for departing from its desire for planned growth along Paseo Del Norte by giving an ad hoc zoning variance to a Furr's grocery store. Residents in the January 1999 Antelope Run community newsletter managed to have a retail outlet store in their neighborhood restricted to a one-story building rather than the two-story building originally proposed. A November 1997 Netherwood Park Neighborhood Association newsletter encouraged residents to join, boycott, volunteer, and donate money for flyers and signs to prevent a Walgreens drugstore from being constructed in adjacent neighborhoods.
Although most of the issues identified in the newsletters addressed specific neighborhood needs, a concern for how controlled growth might affect the quality of life in their neighborhoods was cited. Other groups, however, did find supportive things to say about proposed growth management interventions. The neighborhood of Elder Homestead acknowledged in its October 1998 newsletter that a city plan calling for regional development with an emphasis on reinvestment in established areas within the city, instead of continued growth on the outskirts, could affect it "in a very positive way."In the spring 1998 newsletter of the Bar Seven South neighborhood association, the editor announced that a luxury apartment complex was going up in the neighborhood but that it "should not hurt the value of our homes." In reference to an interchange reconstruction, the editor of the October 1997 Netherwood Park Neighborhood Association newsletter suggested to his readers that "it looks like the design will manage traffic for years to come and serve both pedestrians and bike riders as well."
Using newsletters as the unit of analysis for a study such as this one has several inherent drawbacks. First, they are typically produced by volunteers who may be limited in the amount of time and expertise they have. Second, there is always the possibility that some editors will use their positions to promote their own political agendas rather than represent the neighborhood's opinion. In addition, space and financial considerations may limit coverage of topics. Finally, the reporting in newsletters does not necessarily capture intensity of feelings. Despite these drawbacks, however, using newsletters as the unit of analysis is valid because it can report crosssectional differences and similarities. This type of analysis can also serve as a springboard for further research because it can highlight questions that are central to the understanding of citizen approval of growth management strategies.
Recommendations and Conclusion
The results of this study parallel Baldassare's (1981) earlier finding that community satisfaction with growth management interventions does not show a consistent pattern. Although some neighborhoods in Albuquerque did indeed appear positive or neutral about them, others were opposed in some way. In reality, the number of neighborhoods that had anything to say about growth management plans was small: Only about one third of the total number of newsletters examined contained any direct or indirect reference to growth management interventions. Nevertheless, these findings have implications for city planners and civic leaders.
First, it is essential for city planners and civic leaders to have a clear understanding of how community residents feel about urban sprawl and the growth management strategies being proposed to control it. This has happened in Michigan, where residents were surveyed about land use and the impact of urban sprawl in 1999. On questions having to do with growth management, 70% of the respondents reported that their local governments had plans for growth management and development, but a majority of respondents were unhappy with their efforts (Lelle & Webb, 2000, pp. 8-9) . Using the neighborhood association network already in place, the City of Albuquerque could conduct a similar resident satisfaction survey focusing exclusively on attitudes toward growth management interventions. It must be acknowledged, however, that the cost of surveying the memberships of close to 300 neighborhood associations might be prohibitive in terms of the return in useful findings. Surveying just the recognized neighborhood associations might yield similar results because they are typically the more active groups, and the overall cost would be less.
Second, because such a small percentage of newsletters even address the question of how regional growth should be managed, it is evident that more community education about the issue needs to be initiated. City planners and civic leaders could enlist the editors of neighborhood association newsletters to help inform residents about how growth management strategies affect their communities. Neighborhoods could be encouraged to sponsor public forums about urban sprawl and growth management initiatives that could be promoted through their regular newsletters.
Third, city leaders need to react positively to the desire of some groups to have a say in how decisions are made regarding growth management. They need to listen to such spokespeople as the president of the North Albuquerque Acres Community Association, who, in August 1997, reminded readers that "we will not automatically say 'no' to every request brought forth to the county for some type of change, but we will request that all developers identify how their project will affect the community." In the February 1998 La Luz Landowners Association newsletter, the editor warned, "If we aren't vigilant and proactive as a community, we will soon loose what little we have or are able to control" and concluded that "we must not lose our ability to control our surrounding environment by apathy or personal interests." These comments indicate that neighborhoods need to be involved to the greatest extent possible in the formulation and implementation of growth management plans.
Beyond simply being responsive to the needs and concerns of neighborhood residents in regard to growth management, elected officials could support measures that control the extent and location of urban expansion and their associated impacts on residents. For example, Albuquerque city council members should pass into law the recommendations that emerged from the Shared Vision (1998) town forum. If this were done, decisions affecting the community would stay in the hands of the people most affected by them. Too often, communities make plans about how they want to grow, but policy makers, often under pressure from developers, approve land use plans contrary to the community's vision.
At the state level, legislators should advocate regional growth management strategies because "controlling sprawl is a cause that has the power to move souls in many, many communities" (Rusk, 2000, p. 331) . The Arizona legislature, for example, proposed what is described as "ballot-box zoning." This proposal, although defeated in the 2000 election, would have required voter approval at the local level for every growth management plan amendment (or rezoning) and development for plots larger than 20 acres (Staley, 2000) . Initiatives such as this have the potential to make comprehensive, long-lasting changes in patterns of land use. David Rusk (2000) , a leading consultant on regional issues around the country, has called this the "Outside Game" and promotes a big-picture approach to managing urban sprawl, fiscal disparities, and concentrated poverty in urban America over the more narrowly focused racial and environmental legislative initiatives of the 1970s and 1980s. With a vote on the horizon to merge the city and Bernalillo County into an urban county, Albuquerque is in an excellent position to turn Rusk's recommendations into reality.
This article began with the question, If urban sprawl is the problem, is growth management the solution? To policy makers, urban planners, and scholars, the answer may be a resounding "yes." For the residents of the many distinct neighborhoods in Albuquerque, however, the answer seems to be a more cautious "maybe yes, maybe no, but we need more information and involvement in the decision-making process."
APPENDIX

City of Albuquerque Recommended 5-Year Goals
Sustainable community development. Guide growth to protect the environment and create livable, sustainable communities throughout Albuquerque. Create quality communities that are walkable and have choices of housing and convenient services. Public systems. Ensure that all existing communities are adequately and efficiently served with wellplanned, coordinated, and maintained sewer, storm, water, and road systems and an integrated, multimodal, regional transportation system. Provide safe and affordable urban transportation options that reduce vehicle miles. Provide a balanced distribution of infrastructure to create compact, cost-efficient development patterns. Community building. Foster community identity, pride, and cohesion, encourage involvement and responsibility for the well-being of the community among citizens, and provide opportunities for everyone to learn about, experience, and appreciate diverse cultures. Bring diverse cultures, ages, and interests together and share responsibility for realizing the goals through inclusive citizen participation and education. Economic vitality. Provide a vital economy in which businesses have opportunities for growth and all Albuquerque residents have opportunities for rising wealth and prosperity. Create diverse jobs with livable wages and benefits and provide a prepared, skilled workforce.
Beyond simply being responsive to the needs and concerns of neighborhood residents in regard to growth management, elected officials could support measures that control the extent and location of urban expansion and their associated impacts on residents.
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